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Abstract 
 In 2010, the Mother Tongue Based Language Education (MTB-MLE) was implemented in the Philippines basic education as a 
result of the positive effect of multilingualism among learners. In the study conducted by Besa (2010) among the Laboratory 
High School (LHS) students of Rizal Technological University (RTU), code-switching (CS) positively affects the academic 
performance of the learners. However, if the LHS were to fully implement the MTB-MLE policy, what would be the status of the 
English Only Policy (EOP) in the University? This study tries to further examine the issue of the existing language practices and 
policies on classroom instruction and interactions at tertiary level that create conflicting language polices. Hence, this study 
surveys the awareness of language policy, dominant language of instruction and interaction, the problems often encountered by 
the teachers and students in using the prescribed language and the preferred language of the professors and students during class 
interaction. Using the triangulation method, the results of the study reveal that in terms of policy awareness, both the faculty and 
students are predominantly aware of the language policy. However, the survey also reveals that, despite language policy 
awareness, the faculty and students frequently use code-switching which creates a mismatch in the implementation of the EOP. 
Thus, the use of the prescribed language generates several problems to both faculty and students. In sum, despite the difficulties 
experienced, there is actually no rejection of the use of English as the medium of communication among the respondents.  
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1.  Introduction 
 
     Initial fact finding is the first stage in language planning process. According to Appel and Pieter (1987), an 
overview of the language situation must be obtained before any further steps can be taken. In such a background 
study, information must be gathered on, for example, the number of mother tongue and L2 speakers of each 
language, its social distribution, its sociolinguistic status, the existence of written forms, and the elaborateness of 
vocabulary. 
     Therefore, before a particular institution, especially an academic institution, implements a language policy, it 
should consider the language background of its people and community.   
     A lot of studies conducted became the basis for language policy formulation. In 2010, the Mother Tongue Based 
Language Education was implemented in basic education system of the Philippines as a result of the positive effect 
of the multilingualism among the learners. In the DepEd Order No. 74, s. 2009: the former Secretary, Jesli Lapus 
stated that:  
 
     Mother Tongue-Based Multilingual Education, referred to as MLE, is the effective use of more than two languages for literacy and 
instruction. Henceforth, it shall be institutionalized as a fundamental educational policy and program in the Department in the whole 
stretch of formal education including pre-school and in the Alternative Learning System (ALS). 
 
     The preponderance of local and international research consistent with the Basic Education Sector Reform Agenda (BESRA) 
recommendations affirms the benefits and relevance of MLE. Notable empirical studies like the Lingua Franca Project and Lubuagan First 
Language Component show that: 
 
a. First, learners learn to read more quickly when in their first language (LI); 
b. Second, pupils who have learned to read and write in their first language learn to  
    speak,  read, and write in a second language (L2) and third language (L3) more  
    quickly than those who are taught in a second or third language first; and 
c. Third, in terms of cognitive development and its effects in other academic areas,  
     pupils taught to read and write in their first language acquire such competencies more quickly. 
 
     Relatively, the study of the Department of Education Region IV-B (MIMAROPA) entitled “Double Exposure in Mathematics: a 
Glimpse of Mother Tongue First” has provided the local validation of the fundamental observation that top performing countries in the 
Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study (TIMSS) are those that teach and test students in science and math in their own 
languages. 
                                                                                                                                                                                   (DepED No. 74 s., 2009) 
 
     Thus, one could induce that the use of L1 in multilingual communities is becoming a way of life. However, if 
multilingualism, which includes the use of alternative codes such as code code-switching and code mixing (Sert, 
2005) is becoming the language of the classroom in elementary and secondary levels, what about the language use at 
tertiary level? 
     Are L1 and alternative codes, such as code-switching and code mixing acceptable languages in Universities 
especially in subjects where English should be the medium of instruction?  
     Section 2 of the Executive Order No. 210 series of 2003 on Institutions of Higher Education, establishing the 
policy to strengthen the use of the English language as a medium of instruction in the educational system to ensure 
quality education and economic growth specifically states that: 
 
   Institutions of higher education, including State Colleges and Universities [SUCs], are hereby encouraged to adopt the use of the English 
language as the primary medium of instruction in the tertiary level. The CHED shall adopt measures to promote and encourage the use of 
the English language as the primary medium of instruction in the tertiary or higher education level.  
 
(http://elibrary.judiciary.gov.ph/index10.php?doctype=Executive%20Orders&docid=a45475a11ec72b843d74959b60fd7bd645f73003691a4. 
Retrieved last April 20, 2012) 
 
     Reality reveals that in the actual classroom interaction, where English is supposed to be the medium of 
instruction, students and even professors use code-switched (CS) language. A clear manifestation of this 
phenomenon can be gleaned in the language use in Rizal Technological University (RTU) classrooms.  
     In the study conducted by Besa (2010) on the relationship between code-switching and academic performance 
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among the Laboratory High School (LHS) students, it was disclosed that students use CS primarily because they are 
proficient both in English and Filipino. Thus, CS is beneficial to the students’ academic performance. 
     Therefore, since the CS of the students is proficiency-based (Genesse, 2001) there would be no problem if the 
LHS would fully implement the MLE as prescribed by the DepEd. However, if the High School Department enact 
this policy, it would create a language separation (Garvin, 1993) policy between the two levels in the same 
university.  
     These conflicting issues on language policy and the implementation at both secondary and tertiary level 
prompted the researcher to expand the endeavour on the issue of the existing language use and policy in terms of 
classroom instruction.  
     Specifically, this study would like to explore the following questions: 
 
1. Are the students and faculty members aware of the language policy in the University?   
2. What language is dominantly used during instruction? 
3. What are the problems often encountered by the teachers and the students in using the prescribed language? 
4. What is the preferred language of the professors and students during class interaction? 
 
     This study will surely provide the university [from the extracted baseline data] the basis for the formulation and 
planning of language policy in the institution. Thus, this study would provide a direction especially to language 
teachers to take the lead in promoting, implementing and intellectualizing a language policy. Furthermore, 
awareness of the language policy in the university may also help the students perform well in their academic 
subjects. 
     In addition, clear language guidelines will direct the Instructional Material and Development Office (IMDO) and 
book writers to comply with the needs of the learners and the learning environment and demands of the curriculum 
and University as a whole. 
 
2.  Research methods  
 
     The researcher utilized the descriptive technique to gather information relevant to the study. Sevilla et al. (1992) 
defines the descriptive method as an investigation which describes and interprets “what is”. This design also aimed 
to gather information about existing language policy and the language used in the classroom, describing, recording, 
analyzing, and interpreting the conditions that prevail (Best and Kahn, 1998).  
     Quantitative analysis was the specific technique used in this study. The descriptive survey, which is used to 
gather relatively limited data from relatively large number of cases (Adanza, 1995), the interview, which aims to 
verify the responses of the participants, the class observation which intends to validate the responses in the survey 




     A random sampling strategy was utilized in selecting the participants for the study. The distribution of 
respondents is shown in Table 1: 
 







     Table 1 shows that there are one hundred and five (105) faculty participants out of around five hundred (500) 
faculty equivalent to 20% of the faculty population both full-time and part-time, and five hundred and ninety nine 
(599) student participants equivalent to 5% of the total number of enrollees at Boni campus. 
     The five hundred and ninety nine (599) respondents who enrolled in the second semester of the school year 2011-
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2012, were requested to participate in the study. The respondents are from different colleges, namely: College of 
Education (CED), College of Arts and Sciences (CAS), College of Engineering and Industrial Technology (CEIT), 
College of Business and Entrepreneurial Technology (CBET), College of Nursing (CON) and Institute of Physical 
Education (IPE). They ranged from first to fourth year students with ages ranging from 16 to 23 years.  
     Based on their profile, the 105 faculty-participants from the six colleges, have been teaching in RTU from 1 to 40 
years. The subject areas they handle are English, Mathematics and Engineering, and Professional Education, 
Sciences like Natural, Biological, Political Sciences, Psychology, Humanities and Physical Education and Music 
subjects - subjects which are expected to be delivered in English. 
 
2.2  Data gathering methods  
 
     After the construction, criticism and validation of the survey questionnaire, the researcher requested the 
respondents to answer the questionnaire. The researcher also requested some faculty members to conduct the survey 
among their students. After the survey, the researcher verified the responses through interview and fly-in class 
observation. 
     The faculty respondents underwent the same procedure. After the survey, data were tallied, analyzed, interpreted 
and validated through interviews and class-observation. 
 
3.  Discussion 
 
     An international or universal language is a language – natural or artificial - that serves as a means of 
communication among people of differing native language. Language is understood as a variety that a group adopts 
as a habitual way of communication (Franceschini, 2011). 
     Early solutions to the problem of communicating within linguistically diverse groups include the use of single 
languages of empire (eg. Greek, Latin, Arabic, Hindustani, Mandarin) or languages of Colonization (Portuguese, 
Spanish, English, French, Russian) and although multiple bilingualism for some small fraction of the population of 
the world’s more developed areas now seem possible for the longer numbers of the world’s citizens. Another 
solution to the universal problem of practical commercial and scientific communication has been suggested: a single 
Universal L2 language (McQuown, 1982). 
 
4. Language policy and the language situation in RTU 
 
     Language policy involves a number of interrelated attitudes, biases, plans, activities, and the idiosyncrasies of a 
people. According to Fishman (1974) language policy may be the expression of the aspirations of a people. It may 
also express the search for identity. 
     In response to the Education Policy, Section 7, Article XIV of the 1987 Philippine Constitution, the Bilingual 
Education Policy of 1987-originally promulgated in 1974, aims for an enhanced learning through English and 
Filipino and the development of a bilingual nation competent in the use of both English and Filipino. A clear 
separation of the use of English and Filipino in schools was made: English is to be used as the language in teaching 
English, Mathematics, and Science while Filipino is for other subjects. 
     Therefore, it is clear that both teachers and students would solely use English in English language, Mathematics, 
and Science classes and solely Filipino in all the others (Borlongan, 2009). 
     However, studies show the very low level proficiency in the two languages of both the teachers and students. The 
Congressional Commission (more popularly known as EDCOM) which was created in 1990 to survey education in 
the Philippines recommended among other things the use of Filipino as language of instruction at all levels by the 
year 2000.  However, the language recommendation has not been acted upon by Congress up till now because of 
strong opposition raised by various sectors (Acuna, 1994). 
     These two conflicting polices consequently created confusion among the implementing agencies. In fact, studies 
conducted on the evaluation of the bilingual education program revealed that the program is not seriously being 
implemented especially by private schools.  At the tertiary level, it appeared that the policy is not a priority.  Many 
institutions seemed to have put more premiums on the use and teaching of English, the main language aspiration of 
many Filipinos.  
     Evidence shows that even the DECS Order did not give specific guidelines regarding the implementation of the 
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bilingual program at the tertiary level.   The Institute of National Language took notice and recommended to the 
National Board of Education that implementing guidelines be formulated for the higher education 
institutions.  Consequently, Department Order No. 50, s. 1975 was issued by the Board prescribing the offering of 
English and Pilipino courses as part of the curricula of tertiary institutions.  
     In 1997, CHED issued Memorandum Number 04, s. 1997 that differentiates the Filipino language requirements 
for (Humanities, Social Sciences and Communication) HUSOCOM and non-HUSOCOM courses. As regards to 
medium/media of instruction, CHED Memo 59 states that: 
 
     "Language courses whether Filipino or English should be taught in that language. At the discretion of the HEI's, Literature subjects may 
be taught in Filipino, English  or any other language as long as there are enough instructional materials for the same and both students and 
instructors/professors are competent in the language. Courses in the humanities and social sciences should preferably be taught in 
Filipino."  
                                                                                                                                                           (Espiritu, 2012) 
 
     In contrast, Camero (2008) wrote in a Public Relations and Information Bureau press release: 
 
     The House Committee on Basic Education and Culture chaired by Marikina Rep. Del De Guzman has passed a bill seeking to raise 
the English language proficiency level of Filipino students and graduates and enhance their global competitiveness by mandating the 
use of English as medium of instruction (MOI) in the country's educational system.  
     The proposed measure entitled "Strengthening and Enhancing the Use of English as the Medium of Instruction Act" is a 
consolidation of House Bill Nos. 230, 305 and 446 filed respectively by Reps. Luis R. Villafuerte, Eduardo R. Gullas and Raul V. del 
Mar. 
     The bill aims to correct the defects of the current Bilingual Education Program of the Department of Education (DepEd) by 
improving the learning process in schools to ensure quality outputs. 
     Under the bill, English, Filipino or the regional/native language may be used as the MOI in all subjects from preschool until Grade 
III while English and Filipino shall be taught as separate subjects in all levels in the elementary and high schools. 
English shall be the MOI in all academic subjects in the elementary grades from Grade IV to Grade VI and in all levels in high school, 
the bill provides. 
     While in the tertiary level, the current language policy as prescribed by the Commission on Higher Education shall be maintained, 
and in addition to formal instruction, the use of English shall be encouraged as a language of interaction in the school. 
Furthermore, government examinations and entrance examinations to public schools and state colleges and universities at all levels 
shall use English. These may include questions in Filipino for which the credit for such questions shall not exceed 10% of the total 
points in the examination according to the measure. 
                                                                                                                                                         (Camero, 2008) 
 
     One can easily say that despite the provision stated by CHED, there is still no clear-cut policy at tertiary level 
when it comes to the implementation of the language use. 
 
5. Results and discussion 
 
5.1 Awareness of the language policy 
 
     Table 2 presents the result of the survey on the awareness of the required language.  
 
Table 2. Awareness of the required Medium of Instruction  
 
Awareness of the Required Medium of 
Instruction  Faculty % Students % Total Average 
Yes 90 85.7% 472 78.8% 562 79.8% 
No 8 7.6% 85 14.2% 93 13.2% 
Not sure 7 6.7% 42 7% 49 7% 
Total 105 100 599 100 704 100 
 
     As illustrated in Table 2, 85.7% of the faculty members and 78.8% of the student respondents were firmly aware 
of the required language of instruction and communication (79.8%), whereas 7.6% among the faculty and 14.2% 
among the students were not aware of the language policy. A small number - 6,7% of faculty members and 7% of 
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students - were not sure of the language policy.  
 
     When the student respondents were asked during the interview on their sources of information, most of them 
cited that, English is the language required of them since elementary school and it is a common knowledge that 
since the books they use are written in English, it’s automatic that the language to be used is also English. 
      In the same manner, when the teachers were asked about their sources of information, some said that the 
Constitution mandates the policy, while others said that, ‘that is the language used ever since’. Based on their 
responses, it can be inferred that there is no clear evidence of the basis for using the language: the policy was just 
verbally handed down to them. 
     Furthermore, when they were asked about the required language in subjects such as English, Mathematics, 
Sciences, Engineering, Business, even in NSTP (National Service Training Program), the students were not aware 
that those subjects were supposed to be delivered in English.  
     One possible reason for the unfamiliarity of the respondents with the language policy may be because no 
references are made to language use / medium of instruction (or existing language policy in RTU) in the University 
Code or in the Student Handbook. In fact, it was discovered that document on the language policy exists in the 
University, which consequently indicates that the language policy was not specified in the RTU documents. 
 
6. Actual language used during class discussion 
 
     Table 3 reveals the actual language used during class discussion: 
 
Table 3. Actual language used during class discussion 
 
Language Used in the 
classroom Faculty % Students % Total Average 
English 38 36.2% 136 22.7% 174 24.71% 
Filipino 11 10.5% 26 4.3% 37 5.26% 
Code-switched 56 53.3% 427 71.3% 483 68.61% 
Others 0 0 10 1.7% 10 1.42% 
Total 105 100 599 100 704 100 
 
     Table 3 illustrates that in the actual classroom discussion, half of the faculty population, 56, or 53.3%, use CS as 
the medium of communication, whereas only 38 of the faculty, or 36.2%,uses English and 11, or 10.5%, uses 
Filipino in subjects where English is supposed to be the medium of instruction. 
     Among the students, 427 or 71.3% uses CS. 136 or 22.7% uses English, while 26 or 4.3% uses Filipino and 10 
students or 1.7% uses other languages which include regional dialects.  
     The survey shows that majority of the respondents (68.61%) use CS, which indicates that despite the nature of 
the subject, code-switching is still used. 
     Parallel to the survey conducted on language use and attitudes towards language in the Philippines, Ferguson and 
Polome (1975) disclosed that there is no subject that is exclusively taught in one language. Even English is taught 
with the use of some vernacular. In addition, data show that English is the main medium of instruction, and most 
teaching is done in English with the vernacular used second and Filipino, third. It is clear, therefore, that while 
English may be the first choice of teachers, it has no monopoly as the language of instruction. 
  
7. Problems in using the language 
 
     In using a particular language, some problems are encountered. The faculty members, who use English in 
delivering the lesson, feel the need and the demands of the working environment. However, they themselves admit 
that the use of English as a medium of instruction is depressing and disappointing and taxing especially when: there 
is a need to explain or find the synonyms of unfamiliar words for the students to understand the lesson, words seem 
to be alien to the students, some students cannot understand straight English, especially if the theory is highly 
technical, there is difficulty in the analysis, some terminologies are unfamiliar to students and translation is 
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difficult,  since some words are technical in nature, in some cases, terms have no direct translation in English, there 
is difficulty in conversing in English, there is misunderstanding on the message conveyed, there is difficulty in 
expressing themselves (students), students level of comprehension is low, the flow of thoughts is blocked due to lack 
of vocabulary, students responses are delayed during interaction, and failure of the students to realize the benefits 
of using the required language (English).  
       Some faculty also felt that English becomes very taxing on the part of the learners especially with those who 
belong to the last sections. Language according to them hinders the students’ understanding of the subject content. 
As a result, they tend to use CS in order to reach out to the students.  While in terms of participation, very few 
engage in the discussion for fear that the students will be laughed at or be rejected because of the incorrect 
grammar and mispronunciation. In addition, lack of English vocabulary impedes the students to practice in English. 
Also, since the students do not frequently use the language, they feel apprehensive when the need arises. 
     While on the part of the students, using the required language results in: difficulty in figuring out the synonyms of 
unfamiliar words, in understanding straight English, some terminologies are not common to students and 
translation, difficulty of the students in conversing in English, mispronunciation of words, difficulty in expressing 
themselves, level of comprehension is low, disrupted flow of thoughts, students responses are delayed, Students do 
not participate in the discussion (silent), failure of the students to realize the benefits of using the required language 
concepts and ideas are best understood in L1 but the faculty are compelled to use L2 Students could not understand 
straight English and teachers cannot fluently express themselves in English, students Lack confidence in the use of 
the required language, students are not trained to use the required language, even teachers grammar are wrong, 
difficulty in speaking fluently, lack of vocabulary, unfamiliar words, the pacing of the teacher during discussion is 
fast, pronunciation/accent  of the prof (Visayan),fear of committing mistakes, the language use in the classroom is 
dependent with the teacher, accidental use of Filipino, required language is not really required, professors find it 
difficult to talk in one language only, professors do not use the language as with the students, tongue tied and 
Professors allow the students to speak in English  
     Some students also cited that English gives them the negative impression and wrong connotation- that they 
should have a perfect grammar in order to speak the language, which reduce their confidence in the language. 
     In contrast, the teachers who use CS admit that they are not providing the students what is due to them. The 
students’ use of CS language leads to several problems such as stagnation or slow learning of English especially in 
terms of fluency in speaking. Hence, the use of non-English language serves as a liability to those who are already 
in their last year more so with those who are taking their On-the-Job Training (OJT) because they will start looking 
for jobs and the language of interview is in English. 
     In sum, one could detect that the problems encountered both by the students and teachers in the use of the 
required language fall under the following categories: 
• Proficiency (vocabulary, grammar); 
• Fluency (pronunciation, accent use); and 
• Socio-Psychological factors (confidence, fear of rejection) 
 
8. Language preferences of respondents 
 
     Table 4 presents the language preferences of the faculty and students. 
 
Table 4. Language preferences of the faculty and students 
Language Preference Faculty % Students % Total Average 
English 50 47.62% 154 25.71% 204 28.977% 
Filipino 10 9.52% 51 8.51% 61 8.665% 
Code-switched 45 42.86% 392 65.44% 437 62.074% 
Others 0 0 2 0.33% 2 0.284% 
Total 105 100% 599 100% 704 100% 
 
     Linguistic diversity is (and will continue to be) the rule in the Philippines, and Filipinos accept it as a way of life 
(Fishman, 1974). When asked about the language preference during class discussion, 47.62% of the faculty 
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members stated a preference for English for reasons such as: English is the language of the society, English is 
necessary for global competition and global trends, English is the required language in business and work, it is easy 
to discuss in English specially the scientific or technical terms that do not have Filipino translation, since English is 
the required language and the subject is in English, therefore, English should be used, use of English facilitates 
fluency and communication skills, and because the textbooks are in English, the language to be used should be in 
English. 
     The result of the survey is analogous to those expressed by the majority of householders and teachers in the 
Survey of language Use and Attitudes Towards language in the Philippines conducted in 1961. English was, as now, 
the preferred medium of instruction. In the same study, the widespread opinion was that scientific and technical 
subjects are better taught in English.  
     Of the respondents, 42.86% prefers code-switching because according to them the use of CS may lead to better 
understanding of the topic, active participation during discussion since it is the first language (L1) where students 
can express themselves freely. 
     In addition, 9.52% prefer to use Filipino for the explanation of details. According to the faculty, students prefer 
the use of L1 in Philippines Literature so as to avoid bullying especially with those regional accents. 
     Among the student respondents, 392, or 65.44%, prefer the use of CS because according to them, they have 
difficulty in explaining in straight English, topics are clearly understood in Taglish (Tagalog and English). With 
others, it is best to communicate in different languages while with some, since the Professors speak in CS, they too 
speak the same language. Some of those who prefer CS consider nationalism and patriotism as factors.   
     154 students, or 25.71%, prefer English. Since English is a universal language, they want to enhance their 
English skills for future purposes such as job applications and use in the workplace. Others see English as a prestige 
and an instrument to vocabulary improvement. 
     A total of 51 respondents, or 8.51%, prefer Filipino for better understanding and easy communication, while the 
remaining 2, or 0.33%, prefer other languages for solidarity reasons. 
     From the given data, one could surmise that there is a mismatch in the language preference of the professors 
which is English and the language preference of the students which is CS. Thus, this finding creates a clash of ideas 
among the respondents. 
     Analyzing the teachers and students preferences of the medium of instruction, one can clearly state that there is 
actually no rejection on the use of English as the medium of communication. However, constraints such as 
unfamiliarity of the language, lack of vocabulary and confidence in the language hinders the learners to use it. 
 
 
9. Conclusions and recommendations 
 
     Language policy involves a number of interrelated attitudes, biases, plans, activities, and the idiosyncrasies of a 
people. Thus, it may be shaped by the impact of events that are not within the control of a people (Sibayan, 1999).  
     Tertiary level education requires higher learning. Hence, the use of language should not only be intelligible but 
also elevated since it is directed towards a professional career. Therefore, the learners by this time should have 
already mastered the basic skills necessary for effective communication.  
     English is the chief language of government, business and industry, mass communication media, the schools and 
universities. It is the language for international communication. Scientific and technical knowledge is accessible to 
the Filipino through English. As long as the content of education is given in English, there will be a demand that 
English be taught effectively so that it can be an effective medium of interaction (Sibayan, 1999). 
     The results of this study imply that in reality, both the faculty and students of RTU are not fully aware of the 
language policy and are constrained of required language exposures which in effect do not implement the policy.  
However, knowing that despite the problems encountered, the respondents agree to the use of English.  
     Therefore, it is recommended that prior to the implementation of the English language policy, the administration 
should first propose and implement programs that could enhance the English fluency and proficiency of both the 
students and faculty. Intensive English programs that could address the proficiency problems of the students should 
be given the primary stress. Thus, the focus should be on improving the communicative competence of the learners, 
conducting mass orientation on trends and innovations in language teaching covering the concept of world Englishes 
(Mesthrie and Bhatt, 2008), and on developing programs that will expose the students to different English 
communicative environments/ situations or events. Programs for the faculty on English use in the classroom should 
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also be included.  Furthermore, the linguistic background of the students and the possible effects of the language 





Acuna, J. E. (Ed).(1994). Language of instruction in science education. The Language Issue in Education. Congressional Oversight Committee   
on Education, Congress of the Republic of the Philippines: Quezon City. 
Adanza, M. (1995). Research methods. Manila: Rex Bookstore. 
Appel, R., & Muysken, P. (1987). Language contact and bilingualism. Bristol, Great Britain: J.W.Arrowsmith Ltd.  
Best, J. W., & Kahn, J. V. (1998). Research in education. (8th ed). Allyn and Bacon: Singapore. 
Borlongan, A. M. (2009). Tagalog-English code-switching in English language classes: frequency and forms. TESOL Journal. 1, 28-42.  
Camero,J. (2008). Press releases. Public Relations and Information Bureau. Retrieved June 2, 2012, from 
       http://www.congress.gov.ph/press/details.php?pressid=2896.  
Dep.ED No. 74 s. (2009). Institutionalizing mother tongue-based multilingual education (MLE). Republic of the Philippines: Department of 
Education.  
Espiritu, C.  (2012). Language policies in the Philippines. Retrieved April 20, 2012, from  
      http://www.ncca.gov.ph/about-culture-and-arts/articles-on-c-n-a/article.php?igm=3&i=216.  
Ferguson, C. and Polome, E. (1999). Survey of language use and attitudes towards language in the Philippines. The Intellectualization of Filipino 
and Other Sociolinguistic and Education Essays. Manila, Philippines, De La Salle University Press. 
Fishman, J. (1974). Language policy, language engineering and literacy in the Philippines. The Intellectualization of Filipino and Other 
Sociolinguistic and Education Essays. Manila:  De La Salle University Press: 
Franceschini, R. (2011). Multilingualism and multicompetence: a conceptual view. Modern Language Journal, 95(3), 345. 
Garvin, P. L. (1993). A conceptual framework for the study of language standardization. International Journal of the Sociology of Language.   
100/101, 37-54. 
Genesse, F. (2001). Bilingual first language acquisition: exploring the limits of the language faculty. Annual Review of applied Linguistics. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 
McQuown, N. (1982). Language culture and education: essays. Stanford: Stanford University Press.  
Nunan, D. and Bailey, C. (2005). Exploring second language classroom research. Malabon City, Philippines: ESP Printers Inc.  
Reyes, R. L. (2012). Using Filipino in the teaching of science. Retrieved April 20, 2012, from 
       http://mlephil.wordpress.com/2010/02/26/using-filipino-in-the-teaching-of-science/.  
Sert, O.2005. The functions of codeswitching in ELT classrooms. The Internet TESL Journal XI (8). Retrieved April 20, 2012 from 
       Iteslj.org/Articles/Sert-codeswitching.html. 
Sevilla, C. G., Ochave, J. A., Punsalan, T. G., Regala, B.P.& Uriate, G. G. (1999). Research methods. Quezon City, Philippines: Rex Bookstore. 
Sibayan, B. (1999). The intellectualization of Filipino and other sociolinguistic and education essays. Manila: De la Salle University Press. 
 
 
